An assessment of the church and democracy programme by The Evangelical Alliance of South Africa (TEASA)
  
AN ASSESSMENT OF THE CHURCH AND 
DEMOCRACY PROGRAMME 
 
 
 
RESEARCHED FOR 
 
 
 
 
THE EVANGELICAL ALLIANCE OF SOUTH AFRICA 
(TEASA) 
 
 
BY THE 
 
 
 
COMMUNITY AGENCY FOR SOCIAL ENQUIRY 
 
 
 
 
AUGUST 2000 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Published by: The Community Agency for Social Enquiry (C A S E) 
 
PO Box 32882 
Braamfontein 
2017 
Telephone: +27 (11) 646 5922 
Fax: +27 (11) 646 5919 
e-mail: director@case.org.za  
Web site address: www.case.org.za  
 
© The Evangelical Alliance of South Africa 
 
Researched for: The Evangelical Alliance of South Africa  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mpapa Kanyane 
Ran Greenstein 
Marritt Claassens 
EVALUATION OF DEMOCRACY EDUCATION PROGRAMME OF TEASA  I 
 
Table of Contents 
 
INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY ........................................................................................................... 1 
INTRODUCTION ......................................................................................................................................................... 1 
RESEARCH GOALS ..................................................................................................................................................... 1 
METHODOLOGY ........................................................................................................................................................ 1 
INTERVIEWS WITH STAFF MEMBERS ............................................................................................................. 2 
PROFILE OF STAFF MEMBERS INTERVIEWED .............................................................................................................. 2 
OBJECTIVES OF THE DEMOCRACY AND EDUCATION PROGRAMME ............................................................................ 2 
Success in meeting objectives .............................................................................................................................. 3 
Problems experienced in trying to meet objectives ............................................................................................. 3 
What was done or could be done to overcome these problems? ......................................................................... 4 
PROGRAMME PERFORMANCE .................................................................................................................................... 4 
Strengths of the programme as seen by the staff members .................................................................................. 5 
Weaknesses of the programme as seen by the staff members .............................................................................. 5 
TRAINING .................................................................................................................................................................. 5 
Usefulness of Democracy programme for church leaders .................................................................................. 5 
Problems with the programme for church leaders .............................................................................................. 5 
What is particularly useful about the programme? ............................................................................................. 6 
In which areas of the programme staff has been most active? ............................................................................ 6 
What could have been done to improve training? ............................................................................................... 6 
What support could have been offered by the training programme, but was not: ............................................... 6 
Partners you think could assist in the training programme: ............................................................................... 6 
Other people who could benefit from the programme: ........................................................................................ 7 
MONITORING AND EVALUATION ............................................................................................................................... 7 
Trainees’ responses (attendance and attitude) .................................................................................................... 7 
Successes and failures of the programme ............................................................................................................ 7 
Outcomes of these evaluations ............................................................................................................................ 7 
CO-ORDINATION AND COLLABORATION WITH OTHER ORGANISATIONS ..................................................................... 8 
INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY OF THE ORGANISATION .................................................................................................... 9 
INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY OF TEASA MEMBER CHURCHES ...................................................................................... 9 
Capacity building initiatives by TEASA .............................................................................................................. 9 
GENERAL ................................................................................................................................................................ 10 
INTERVIEW WITH DIAKONIA, THE DONOR FOR THE PROGRAMME .................................................. 10 
INTERVIEWS WITH PARTNERS AND PARTICIPANTS ................................................................................ 11 
INTERVIEWS WITH OTHER TRAINEES .......................................................................................................... 13 
OBJECTIVES OF THE TEASA DEMOCRACY PROJECT ................................................................................................ 13 
THE SUCCESS OF THE PROGRAMME ......................................................................................................................... 13 
PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED ...................................................................................................................................... 13 
An understanding of the origin and meaning of democracy .............................................................................. 14 
The focus of the programme .............................................................................................................................. 14 
Strengths and weakness of the programme ....................................................................................................... 14 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS .................................................................................................. 15 
LIST OF PEOPLE INTERVIEWED ...................................................................................................................... 18 
EVALUATION OF DEMOCRACY EDUCATION PROGRAMME OF TEASA 1 
 
INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY  
Introduction  
The Community Agency for Social Enquiry (C A S E) has been commissioned by The 
Evangelical Alliance of South Africa (TEASA) to evaluate the effectiveness and impact of their 
Church and Democracy Programme. The programme has three components: 
 Democracy education 
 Formation of citizen desks and 
 Advocacy capacity.  
 
After discussions with TEASA, it became clear that this research report should focus on the 
democracy education component, as the other two components are still in their early phases of 
development, and any evaluation would be premature. 
 
Research goals 
Since the Church and Democracy programme has completed its three-year project cycle at the 
end of 1999, this study aims to evaluate and review its effectiveness before the start of the next 
programme cycle. 
 
Specific objectives outlined by TEASA for the evaluation include: 
 To assess the validity of the intervention based on the vision, goals and objectives 
 To assess the programme design and structures 
 To analyse the monitoring and evaluative instrument‟s of the programme 
 To assess the institutional capacity of the organisation and the capacity to support 
institutional development of their target groups 
 To assess how the organisation co-ordinates and collate with other organisations or 
government structures in the same or related field of work 
 To assess the long-term financial sustainability of the organisation.  
 
Methodology 
A series of in-depth interviews were conducted with various role players. A structured self-
reporting questionnaire was used, which was either administered by a C A S E researcher or self-
administered by the relevant person. The aim of the selection of officials was to contact a range 
of people who were either involved in training or participated as a trainee. All the interviews 
were carried out in May 2000. 
 
A problem emerged when the majority of people on the list of TEASA partners and trainees 
were not available to be interviewed (mostly because of lack of time and of interest). This means 
that the evaluation is partial in that it largely relies on the views of staff members. In addition to 
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these views, our sources of information were supposed to be interviews with people external to 
the organisation, as well as documents provided by TEASA (particularly with regard to the 
financial sustainability of the programme). On both of these counts the lack of material has 
seriously hampered our ability to do a proper evaluation of the programme. What follows, then, 
is the account of the work that has been done, bearing in mind that not all of the relevant 
information was available.  
 
The information collected from staff members and former employees included: 
 Objectives and understanding of the programme 
 Strengths and weaknesses 
 Training of participants (usefulness, problems, course content, etc.) 
 Monitoring and evaluation of the course 
 Relationships (between TEASA and its members/institutions) 
 Institutional capacity (employees/member institutions)  
 
The information collected from participants of the training programme included: 
 Objectives and understanding of the programme 
 Assessment of the TEASA democracy education programme (strengths, weaknesses, 
usefulness, training needs, length of intervention, programme support, etc.)  
 Monitoring and evaluation of the course 
 Institutional capacity 
 
INTERVIEWS WITH STAFF MEMBERS 
Profile of staff members interviewed 
Four staff members of TEASA were interviewed. Positions held by staff members are 
programme co-ordinator, general secretary, development co-ordinator, and finance and personal 
assistant. In addition, a former staff member who worked on the programme was interviewed as 
well.   
 
Objectives of the Democracy and Education programme 
Staff members listed a number of programme objectives, including:  
 To train trainers within the TEASA constituency in various aspects, including information, 
theology and public advocacy 
 To train and educate member churches of TEASA about how democracy works  
 To empower and encourage participation of the member churches of TEASA and individual 
Christians in the democratic process, and allow them to link-up their spirituality with 
practical matters 
 To facilitate the input of churches into legislation through lobbying and making submissions 
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 To develop and implement democracy education by training leaders within the TEASA 
constituency to administer programmes on issues of contextual theology and advocacy 
 To employ qualified staff to interact and lobby government on behalf of TEASA member 
churches 
 To inform and impart knowledge about democracy to member churches of TEASA 
 To provide a unified credible voice in public policy debates that would speak from an 
Evangelical perspective 
 To raise awareness in Evangelical circles on the need for Christian critical involvement in 
democracy and democratising South Africa. 
 
Success in meeting objectives 
According to one staff member, over a hundred people have been trained thus far from the five 
provinces targeted, using a set syllabus. Another staff member felt that although the training was 
done successfully, the programme did not reach the anticipated target audience. Other staff 
members mentioned that trainees gave favourable comments at the end of each workshop on 
democracy. It was also felt that knowledge and information have been passed to churches 
through these workshops, and that there is a realisation through the workshops and individual 
church addresses that the programme must be expanded in content and more time allocated to it. 
One staff member mentioned that some communities have reported that they “are now being 
helped by their church”. 
 
Generally, staff members felt that the training programme has been “fairly” or “marginally” 
successful. Various reasons for the incomplete success were given, including: 
 A delay in hiring of staff 
 Inadequate staff training 
 Lack of monitoring and evaluation mechanisms 
 Depth of the training differed from province to province, depending on the number of days 
delegates committed to training 
 Majority of the trainers trained were not suitable (selection procedures were not in place yet). 
 
The success rate of the programme was measured in terms of attendance, whether people were 
able to use or pass on the information, seminars done in collaboration with government, and 
participants‟ comments at the end of the training. 
 
Problems experienced in trying to meet objectives 
 TEASA infrastructure: shortage of staff and delayed staff appointments (towards the end of 
the programme cycle) meant that staff could not have participated in the programme in a 
meaningful manner. In addition, it was felt that staff needed adequate skills in areas of 
project management, training and marketing, without which the programme could not 
become successful. The division of responsibilities among staff members was not clear, and 
it seems that the TEASA and the donors had different priorities. This situation, together with 
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problems related to financial and operational resources (computers, fax, phone), hampered 
the success of the programme 
 The lack of monitoring and evaluation mechanisms: there was no systematic way to measure 
progress and identify problems, in order to derive lessons and improve the programme 
 The fact that TEASA over-estimated the readiness of its constituency to become involved in 
education and democracy. For the training to be successful, recipients must feel that it fulfils 
their needs, otherwise they would not be open to it 
 People trained were not able to implement the skills learned and were unable to produce the 
anticipated multiple effect in their churches. This indicates that the people targeted for the 
training were not necessarily the most suitable ones, or that the communities were not ready 
for the lessons of the programme 
 No needs analysis was conducted before embarking on such an ambitious programme, and 
therefore there was a gap between the expectations of trainers and of trainees. Interest 
expressed by church leaders in democracy education did not translate into programmatic 
priorities in the institutions 
 Time needed to meet the objectives of the programme was not allocated properly and the 
necessary investment, dedication and readiness were underestimated. Justifying the 
programme theologically and getting denominational leaders to take part in it proved 
frustrating: “Maybe they thought they knew and the programme exposed their lack of 
understanding of the democratic process”. 
 
What was done or could be done to overcome these problems? 
 One staff member explained that there were internal problems and that to address them, a 
consultant was commissioned towards the end of the project cycle. It is not clear what was 
the outcome of this process 
 Another felt that in order to determine the success of the programme, quarterly evaluations 
and follow-ups with people who were trained should have been conducted, and a more 
rigorous analysis of needs undertaken. Other ways of ensuring a multiple effect should be 
found, such as proper planning and budgeting, better use of media, popular campaigns, etc. 
 Denominational heads were not sufficiently mobilised but even those who were, became 
overwhelmed by the amount of information. It was suggested that a separate programme for 
church leaders be put in place. 
 
Programme performance 
     
Objectives of the Democracy Education 
Programme 
Rating of programme performance on each 
of the objectives 
Understanding of the origin and meaning of 
democracy 
Three said that it was good and another said it was 
fair.  
Deeper understanding of the democratic system 
and how it works 
Three said it was good, one said it was very good, 
and one person said it was fair. 
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Understanding of how Christian faith relates to 
democracy 
Two said it was fair, two others said it was good, 
and one said it was very good. 
Using theological tools to understand and evaluate 
the working of a democratic system  
Three said it was fair, one said it was good and 
another one said it was very good. 
Avenues available for churches and Christians to 
participate in the democratic system 
Two said it was good, two said it was fair and 
another said it was weak. 
 
 
Strengths of the programme as seen by the staff members 
 TEASA is uniquely placed to facilitate this programme among its constituency 
 Despite the fact that the programme was designed with the Evangelical constituency in mind, 
people outside of the Evangelical arena benefited from it as well 
 A well-defined constituency was targeted 
 The Christian faith has a history of being involved with democracy (“in the struggle days”) 
and many people readily see the relevance of faith to democratic practice 
 The programme brought the urgency of Christian participation in democracy to the fore 
 The programme has helped to clear the myths about democracy 
 The programme enhanced staff‟s efforts to become effective in God‟s call 
 Useful training materials and resources were created. 
 
Weaknesses of the programme as seen by the staff members  
 Both the training and the advocacy were not sufficiently focused 
 Training sessions were poorly organised and thus inefficient 
 Management provided poor oversight over the programme, as TEASA could not cope with 
such a big and important programme 
 The Evangelical church constituency does not see democracy as a priority 
 The programme lacks strategy to impact on the Evangelical constituency 
 Weak communication system and follow-up in the three-year programme cycle 
 Poor management and functioning of the Cape Town office. 
 
Training  
Usefulness of Democracy programme for church leaders 
 it continuously challenges churches to enter a dialogue with their members 
 It forces churches to be outward looking; 
 Many leaders found it empowering for their personnel involvement 
 It is very crucial because our situation demands of church leaders to become involved in 
governance. 
 
 Problems with the programme for church leaders 
 It was too overwhelming for some church leaders (especially the targeted black churches), 
because it requires high levels of literacy and education 
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 After the first cycle of training they are still struggling to come to terms with the programme, 
and the impact is not immediately felt. 
 
What is particularly useful about the programme? 
 It gives church leaders a „voice‟ in the political process 
 In terms of advocacy, the Evangelical community has realised that it can interact with 
government, contribute to legislation and policy, etc. the programme helps build capacity for 
critical theological reflection and analysis, to enable a meaningful contribution to the process 
of democracy. 
 
In which areas of the programme staff has been most active? 
The aspects in which staff was involved to the greatest extent included defining democracy, the 
democratic system and the constitution, building links between democracy and faith, and 
outlining the implications of the constitution for the lives of ordinary people. Staff has been least 
involved in the more practical tasks of outlining the avenues available for ordinary people to 
influence the public policy process. This may be the case because the translation of abstract 
provisions into practical action is mot easy, but also because the avenues open to ordinary people 
are few and difficult to gain access to.  
 
What could have been done to improve training?  
 Bigger budget and better co-ordination within the programme 
 Having more staff on a longer contractual basis (at least five years) 
 Material developed by TEASA to suit its specific goals and the needs of its constituency 
 Greater focus and specialisation to meet needs suitable at different programme levels 
 Sound management coupled with the necessary resources (especially in Cape Town). 
 
What support could have been offered by the training programme, but was not: 
 Additional training for committed people 
 TEASA internal structure to be better organised 
 Establish own Christian material by TEASA on the subject 
 Better communication with the donors and the beneficiaries 
 Follow-up monitoring and support for trainees 
 Back-up support in the different provinces where training was done. Link-up with other 
institutions undertaking similar programmes. 
 
Partners you think could assist in the training programme: 
 Other Evangelical organisations 
 The South African Council of Churches (SACC), because they are also involved in advocacy 
(although the Evangelical constituency might not be ready for such co-operation). 
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One staff member pointed out that TEASA did not interact or network effectively with other 
agencies: “We did not take advantage of the skills and competencies of other sectors, such as 
NGOs”. 
 
Other people who could benefit from the programme: 
 Communities living around churches 
 Women in the churches (very few attended the training) 
 Others not in the TEASA constituency 
 Many churches that were not reached. 
 
Monitoring and Evaluation 
Trainees’ responses (attendance and attitude) 
According to the staff members the responses from the training participants were very positive, 
and many of them wished to receive additional training to gain deeper understanding of the 
issues. Other responses from staff members were that trainees were “enthusiastic” and the 
training was “good”. One staff member reported that participants were “overwhelmed” by the 
information and were confused about the subject content 
 
During the training workshop attendance was monitored through an attendance register and by 
checking the evaluation response forms returned by the participants after the training.  
 
Successes and failures of the programme 
The successes and failures of the programme was evaluated through: 
 A questionnaire administered to trainees 
 Communication about the impact of training in churches 
 Tracking down the involvement of participants in other programmes or projects. 
 
Some staff members felt that the monitoring mechanisms in place were insufficient, except for 
the workshop evaluation forms given to participants (mentioned above). One noted that in 
1997/98 an evaluation of the programme was done at the request of the donor, and since 1999 it 
has been evaluated on a monthly basis. However, other staff said that evaluations do not take 
place often and are mainly done at the end of workshops (only twice so far, according to one 
staff member).  
 
Outcomes of these evaluations  
One staff member felt that most of conclusions of the evaluations were not put into effect, such 
as the desire for more training, call for greater clarity on the goals of the programme, etc. 
Another mentioned that weaknesses have been identified and that processes have been put in 
place to remedy the situation. Others said that where possible they try to give feedback on 
problematic areas. 
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Co-ordination and collaboration with other organisations 
Staff members assessed the relationship between TEASA and a number of organisations. 
 
Organisations Staff assessment on the relationships 
Theological institutions The majority of staff felt that the relationship between TEASA 
and theological institutions was non-existent and needs to be 
worked on. It was mentioned that contact has been made with 
some institutions but it was not sustained due to different 
priorities and the fact that democracy “figured low on their 
agenda”. 
Service agencies Staff members said that the relationship was not strong and 
that it was inconsistent. IDASA was mentioned as an example 
of good relationship.  
Government departments The impression of staff members was that the relationship was 
quite good but inconsistent.  
Non-governmental organisations Most of the staff members felt that the relationship between 
TEASA and NGOs was good to very good, with one member 
saying it was inconsistent.  
 
When asked what impact current relationships have on the programme‟s effectiveness, staff 
indicated the following: 
 Some of the organisations were able to contribute to the development of training material 
 It brought denominations closer to TEASA 
 TEASA was able to establish communication with government 
 TEASA has been able to persuade theological institutions to re-think curriculum 
 General positive impact in terms of sharing resources, insights and strategies 
 
When asked what can be done to improve the existing relationships between TEASA and other 
organisations, the following suggestions were made: 
 To try and advertise the programme further, to explain that it is a proactive attempt to 
educate people about democracy 
 To try to strengthen ties with denominations to encourage them to take the programme 
seriously and invest in it 
 To utilise service agencies better 
 To disseminate information more broadly and attend various discussion forums 
 To build more capacity in the programme for liaison with churches 
 To identify strategic agencies, their resources and capacities and liase with them. 
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Institutional capacity of the organisation 
Staff members were asked whether they have received any training, related to their work, since 
they started working at TEASA. All current staff members interviewed said yes, though an ex-
staff member from the Cape Town office did not receive training while still employed by 
TEASA. Training included facilitation skills, democracy, theology; financial management, 
fundraising, capacity building, events and conference management, organisational development, 
strategic management, effective writing for church workers, election and monitoring, and 
parliamentary analysis. 
 
Staff members indicated that they were satisfied with the training received. One staff member 
said that in order “to do work more effectively as a trainer, I had to acquire writing skills which 
forms part of my job description”. Another said that the training “provided me with important 
skills in organisational development and strategic management, which are invaluable to the 
challenges facing the organisation”.  
 
The training was done by various agencies. Some of the institutions and universities mentioned 
include IDASA, Management Training Consultancy, South African Council of Churches, 
Challenge, Ziningweni, University of Stellenbosch, Damelin, Acclaim and the Centre for 
Organisational Effectiveness.  
 
In addition to the training staff members had already received, they identified additional courses 
needed in order to improve their work. These include: 
 Project management 
 Financial management 
 Negotiations 
 Public Relations. 
 
Institutional capacity of TEASA member churches 
Capacity building initiatives by TEASA 
Two staff members felt that so far nothing has been done by TEASA to enhance the institutional 
capacity of member churches, although several initiatives are being planned. A former staff 
member from the Cape Town office felt that the establishment of the office itself can be seen as 
an initiative in capacity building, although it focused on research capacity regarding 
parliamentary legislation. Another staff member mentioned the facilitation of regular meetings 
with parliamentarians „to express positions as a collective” as another initiative called citizenship 
desks, but said it was only in the pilot phase.  
 
One staff member indicated that programme priorities have been identified but not organisational 
needs. Others said that the needs of TEASA member churches have been determined through 
workshop and training questionnaires, handed out at the end of each training session, and 
through interviews with member church leaders. 
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General 
Staff members were asked if they thought that the programme was a worthwhile intervention and 
to give reasons for their answers. All of them felt that the programme is definitely worthwhile. 
Reasons given include: 
 It helps churches to interface with lawmakers and parliamentarians 
 It keeps member churches involved in governance of the country 
 It encourage the churches to become the watchdog of the government 
 It allows churches to make a contribution to the development of South African society and to 
the processes of democratisation in South Africa 
 It helps churches to overcome their passivity and non-participation in civic and public issues 
due to lack of capacity 
 
Lastly, staff members were asked what they thought could be done to improve the programme in 
future. Suggestions include: 
 To give it a sharper focus 
 To conduct research on needs as they constantly evolve 
 To put more effort into „home grown‟ publications 
 Build capacity in managerial skills, staff development and funding 
 Employ qualified people to head up the different portfolios and manage the programme more 
efficiently 
 Improve and consistently apply the monitoring and evaluation systems 
 Do research on church attitudes and programmes, to establish where they are with regard to 
civic and public issues 
 Use the research for programme planning 
 Plan and budget properly. 
 
INTERVIEW WITH DIAKONIA, THE DONOR FOR THE PROGRAMME 
Diakonia is a Swedish church-based NGO doing development work in Southern Africa and in 
other parts of the world. It was approached by TEASA in 1996, with a proposal to conduct 
training on democracy locally for a three-year period. The programme was slow to develop and 
move forward.   
 
Diakonia‟s support for the programme is motivated by the need to strengthen the capacity of 
TEASA member churches and their constituencies to participate in the democratic development 
of South Africa through establishing and running a democracy school and developing an 
advocacy capacity. 
 
In trying to achieve its objectives, the programme has experienced difficulties because of lack of 
sufficient capacity to meet the needs, and vacant positions within TEASA, which were not filled 
in time to make a significant impact on the programme. However, the Democracy education 
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programme has managed to gain access to and form links to the member churches, and it has 
benefited from a committed leadership. Its greatest weakness remains lack of capacity for 
strategic implementation. 
 
INTERVIEWS WITH PARTNERS AND PARTICIPANTS 
Out of the 20 names that were initially submitted by the TEASA office, only two people who 
were contacted agreed to respond. The others were impossible to contact or had nothing to say. 
The two interviewees expressed disappointment with the programme, as they claimed to have 
been contacted by TEASA, showed interest in participating, gave their input and provided 
assistance, but then were never contacted again. 
 
Renewed efforts to get input into the programme from more people were subsequently made and 
yielded a few additional interviews with people involved in various ways with the programme. 
They included participants from two communities: Sebokeng and Mohlakeng, but none of the 
other provincial or national figures who could have provided external input on the programme 
and its impact. Due to the in-depth nature of the information provided by these interviewees, 
their views are set below separately from those outlined in the section on other trainees. 
 
A member of the youth club in Sebokeng attended a workshop on church and democracy, which 
provided useful information but did not allow participants to transfer skills to their communities. 
The problem was insufficient follow-up support to enable churches to run the programme on 
their own, after the initial training. 
  
TEASA‟s programme was welcome because of its concentration on youth and on work with 
Evangelical churches, which are marginalised by government. However, the training is more 
theoretical than practical and there are no guidelines as to how to implement it. As a result most 
people who attended the workshop could not impart knowledge to their respective 
denominations. The ordinary members of the churches have not benefited from these efforts and 
are not informed about the programme. Priests know about TEASA, but it should make itself 
visible at the grassroots level and design activities that involve church members on the ground. 
 
Another participant from Sebokeng expressed his appreciation of the training programme. The 
information he had gained at the workshop was relevant and was used to organise workshops in 
the township and to impart knowledge to others. However, this was not done through the local 
church, which did not make provision for such activity, but through other community facilities. 
  
In his view the programme was useful because it kept priests and church members informed 
about current developments in the country, made people aware of corruption and other problems, 
and presented possible solutions to these problems. In particular it was important in that it 
targeted a sector of the community, which felt they were marginalised from the political 
mainstream. 
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According to this informant, TEASA was known in Sebokeng, and church members contributed 
to the publicity by distributing pamphlets about the organisation and sharing information with 
relatives and friends. The pastor also helped by telling his congregation about the activities of the 
organisation, its vision and objectives.  
 
TEASA‟s work was useful in that it provided an opportunity for people from different 
congregations to meet and share experiences. However, it did not have a very high profile in the 
province or nationally, and it was therefore advisable for it to should forge links with better-
known and reputable organisations such as the Institute for Democracy in South Africa (Idasa), 
to boost its profile. 
 
Two other respondents from Mohlakeng underwent training. One of them indicated that the 
training was conducted at a high level, which excluded some of the participants. She suggested 
that in the future trainees should be groups according to their educational background, to ensure 
that they are all at the same level, as well as language skills to ensure that they understand the 
material. Training provided only in English was a problem. 
 
The other trainee, a pastor, regarded the training as relevant and empowering. He indicated that 
pastors were not knowledgeable about politics, and TEASA has opened doors for them pastors to 
engage with politics and make the church relevant. It is quiet essential for people to understand 
issues around them and also to engage in such debates. As a young pastor, the training helped 
him to become conscious of the need to resolve problems in the church amicably and in an 
orderly manner. Forming discussion groups among church members on community development 
was a technique he acquired through the training and it helped him to encourage church members 
to fully participate in activities. 
 
The pastor proposed that participants be given a certificate of attendance in the training. Both 
interviewees complained that TEASA had not done a follow-up after the training to check how 
the content was disseminated to church members. 
 
The pastor asserted that TEASA was well known in their area. He indicated that he has invited 
ordinary community members to attend his workshops, and most of them seemed happy with the 
knowledge he was imparting. When TEASA was introduced at their area they convened 
meetings with other denominations and ensured that every church send a member to the training. 
 
Another interviewee from Mohlakeng, an assistant pastor in an Evangelical church, reported that 
his pastor was a founding member of TEASA and is the general secretary of the organisation. 
The local church was involved in the conceptualising the work of the organisation and helping it 
take off the ground. 
 
The assistant pastor took part in the training and felt empowered as a result, having learnt about 
the constitution, parliamentary proceedings, democracy and the church for the first time. He was 
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most interested in the conflict management course that deals with dispute procedures. That has 
helped them solve problems within the church. However, he noted that trainees should be 
grouped according to their level of education. Mixing people with different educational 
backgrounds makes some of the participants uncomfortable in the workshops. 
 
The assistant pastor thought that TEASA is well informed and well linked with pastors involved 
in politics and members of parliament, and that Evangelical churches regard TEASA as a 
window to the outside world. TEASA‟s international connections are good and the organisation 
has been involved in a number of initiatives in Africa that could benefit their local activities as 
well.    
 
INTERVIEWS WITH OTHER TRAINEES 
Of the 37 names that were submitted, only seven participants agreed to fill in the forms. The rest 
refused because of lack of time or prior experience with TEASA, which was not positive. 
 
Objectives of the TEASA democracy project 
Respondents indicated what they thought the objectives of the programme were, including:   
 Influencing society with Godly values 
 Equipping and empowering participants and the church 
 Using the new opportunities given by democracy to influence the government at a local, 
provincial and national level 
 Gaining a clear appreciation and understanding of democracy, good governance, political 
processes, pressure politics, political critique and the legal process. These include 
understanding the origin of democracy, what it stands for and how the democratic system 
functions, focusing on the relationship between democracy and Christianity. 
 Opening avenues for the church to learn more about democracy and participate in the system.  
 
The success of the programme 
Participants expressed mixed feelings regarding the success of the programme. Generally they 
felt that the presentations were well done and that the programme was successful because it 
could be useful for the church. However, some respondents felt that the objectives were not 
successfully met. 
 
Problems encountered 
Some of the participants felt that financial constraints were the main problem for the programme. 
Others mentioned lack of human resources as a problem. People also complained that not 
sufficient time was allocated to the programme. There were also reports of resistance from the 
church elders, who did not want to give a platform for the programme. Other participants 
mentioned that attendance was also a problem and many sessions were poorly attended. 
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Respondents suggested that more funds should be made available to the programme, and that 
more qualified staff should be hired. They also called for more on-going support on the part of 
TEASA to enable participants to implement the programme on their own. 
  
An understanding of the origin and meaning of democracy 
The meaning of democracy was well understood, though some participants claimed that the 
trainers did not present historical and other basic information about its origin. They were happy 
though, with gaining deeper understanding of the democratic system and how it works. Other 
sections that usually received positive response included the relations between the Christian faith 
and democracy, biblical and theological tools to understand and evaluate the workings of a 
democratic system, and avenues available for churches and Christians‟ participation in a 
democratic system. 
 
The focus of the programme 
Respondents mentioned a number of areas they wanted the programme to focus on, including 
ways to guarantee progress, peace and prosperity in South Africa, evaluate good and bad 
government, and get an overview of the SA constitution and especially the Bill of Rights. They 
also wanted greater emphasis on dealing with currents issues such as unemployment, land 
affairs, crime, violence, and AIDS. The goal is to enable the Evangelical community to 
participate in the process of political democracy, and influence the public through the media and 
other available means. 
 
Strengths and weakness of the programme 
The presenters or trainers were very well prepared, the programme is educational and action-
oriented and gives hope for a sustained democracy in the country. However, Most respondents 
complained that the time frame was inadequate as not all areas could be covered properly. One 
trainer was partly biased, and some did not give a clear directive on implementation strategies. 
One area of concern is that TEASA did not provide on-going support or follow-up, resulting in 
inability to make the course relevant and disseminate its content further. 
 
Participants felt that the course could benefit Christian leaders, youth leaders, church council 
members, and ordinary Christians. Some felt that teachers, NGO workers and community 
workers could also benefit. 
 
Among other things, responded indicated the following as areas that should be included in future 
training programmes:  
 The need for Christian leaders in politics 
 Political education at bible schools 
 Now party politics and social issues at the church, as well as South African history 
 Politics and the Christian family. 
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The format was mostly participatory and practical according to the respondents. Most of them 
were happy to feel as part of the process. Some practical difficulties included lack of financial 
support for travel to the training venue and not sufficient liaison with participants‟ churches, to 
allow them a platform upon completion of the training. Other suggestions included using the 
help of experts in human resources and labour relations, theology institutes, and the Department 
of Arts and Culture, the South African Council of Churches. 
 
The respondents generally felt that the programme was a worthwhile intervention because it 
focused on Christian participation in important issues. It also helped to bring about transparency 
and Christian unity, to reflect on solutions that will bring about stability and equity. Some felt 
that the church is a relevant and powerful force, which should be encouraged to intervene 
actively in social and political issues. However, respondents felt that more advertising could be 
done to improve the programme in the future, and that more attention be paid to identifying the 
specific needs of participants, and finding ways to make training viable and on-going.  
 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The interviews have revealed a mixed picture of the activities and impact of the TEASA Church 
and Democracy Programme. On the one hand, most staff members and some of the trainees and 
partners expressed satisfaction with the programme, and felt that it was fairly well known and 
successful. On the other hands, other partners and trainees offered critical input and raised 
questions about some aspects of the programme. 
 
It is obvious from the different responses that the spread of the programme is uneven and that the 
opinions about its impact vary a great deal. The difficulty in eliciting responses from contact 
people, many of whom refused to answer or were disinterested or generally did not have a 
positive attitude about the programme, is worrying. In particular the following issues have been a 
source of concern: 
 
 Follow-up: there is a need to examine the extent to which a one-off or infrequent training (in 
the form of a workshop or even a series of workshops) is sufficient to allow the trainees to 
absorb the material and transfer their knowledge further to other community members. A 
number of interviewees indicated that there was no follow-up and therefore no further 
transfer of the skills or knowledge acquired in the workshop. They needed on-going contact 
with TEASA, but that proved impossible. 
 
 Support: what kind of support can be provided by TEASA, given that at least some of the 
training and most of the material seem to have been provided by external agencies and 
consultants, such as Idasa? Even if TEASA were able to maintain regular contact and 
exchange of information with the trainees and other partners, could it give them the support 
that they need on a regular basis? 
 
EVALUATION OF DEMOCRACY EDUCATION PROGRAMME OF TEASA 16 
 
 Capacity: what is the overall capacity of the programme to deliver proper training that 
would meet the needs of its target audience, and what are the resources needed to sustain the 
programme (financial, personnel, skill, etc.)? 
 
 Self-sufficiency: is there any way to move towards financial self-sufficiency or at least meet 
some of the programme‟s requirements from generated income? This can take the form of 
charging fees (in cash or kind) for services or soliciting contributions from community 
members and organisations to cover the costs of the training, materials, venues, etc. 
 
 Viability: even if resources are guaranteed, does the programme meet a need in the 
communities it serves? Are the services provided by it available elsewhere? Does its target 
audience have a clear identity and is it ready for what it has to offer? Answers to these 
questions in the affirmative are crucial to justify a continuation of efforts and the allocation 
of resources to the programme. 
 
The following discussion is based on two central assumptions: the programme must fill a felt 
need, and it must offer a comprehensive service to become viable. If resources are limited, it is 
better to provide a good quality service for a small number of beneficiaries than to provide poor 
(or uneven) quality service for a larger number of beneficiaries. The logic of this principle is that 
poor quality service ends up being a waste of resources, and it frequently gives rise to feeling of 
resentment which may undermine the programme and the reputation of the organisation. 
 
First, we should address the question of need. There can be little doubt that there exist numerous 
communities, churches and church-goers who are in need of information, training, and greater 
understanding of the political system, the meaning of democracy, and the principled and 
practical implications of constitutional provisions. It is also clear that many people are interested 
in being educated on these matters in a manner that is consistent with their religious beliefs. To 
the extent that TEASA can provide them with the right approach and material that is suitable for 
that purpose, it is playing an important role. 
 
It seems that the TEASA programme caters to a segment of the South African religious 
community that is relatively marginalised and removed from the political mainstream. It has few 
resources and lacks capacity to educate itself effectively in these matters. Many of its members 
may not even be aware that they are deprived of knowledge in that sphere. TEASA‟s efforts are 
therefore welcome, because they fill a gap that no one else seems interested in filling. It is 
deserving of support not because its approach to the link between religion and politics should 
necessarily be supported, but because it potentially reaches a constituency in need of education 
and training in this area.  
 
Taking into consideration the concerns listed above, the following recommendations can be 
made for the next and subsequent rounds of the programme. TEASA may have moved in this 
direction already, but it needs to do it in a systematic manner. 
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 Canvass the constituencies for training through the churches and church leaders, to examine 
their readiness for the programme, and the specific areas they would find most interesting 
and useful. This can be done through a series of informal discussions, rather than as a formal 
research process, in order to reduce costs, enrich the content of the programme, and make it 
more responsive to the needs of the target audiences. 
 
 Try and form links with similar programmes of democracy education that may be 
administered through other churches (SACC, Catholic Bishops Conference, etc.), NGOs 
(such as Idasa), and government departments (education, constitutional development), and 
explore the points of contact and possibility of sharing resources with them. Although 
TEASA wishes to convey a specific message relevant to the concerns of Evangelical 
Christians, generic aspects of democracy education may be provided by other organisations, 
in a more efficient and cost-effective manner.    
 
 Restructure the programme to reflect varying levels of knowledge, education and interest. 
This can take the form of designing basic and advance workshops, as well as adjusting the 
training materials and presentation to reflect the level of understanding and capacity of the 
target audience in each workshop. The possibility of using materials and presenting in 
indigenous languages (though not replacing English altogether) should be explored as part of 
this process. All of these have cost implications, of course, which must be taken into account 
as well.  
 
 The recommendations above are linked to questions of capacity and resources. TEASA must 
clarify its role – is it running the programme itself or is merely facilitating the work of 
consultants hired specifically to do the training? If it relies on the work of consultants, it must 
monitor their work carefully to ensure that the training meets the needs of the trainees, and is 
pitched at a level that they find manageable and useful for transmitting further the skills and 
knowledge acquired in the process. TEASA should have the capacity to monitor performance 
effectively. In the absence of such capacity, trainers may not identify correctly the needs and 
capacity of the audience, and the blame for this would be place on TEASA‟s shoulders. 
 
 The need for follow-up and on-going support has been emphasised repeatedly. The people 
who are approached by TEASA to take part in the programme, expect the organisation to 
respond to their queries and requests for assistance. A number of interviewees indicated that 
TEASA failed to respond to requests for support. The result is resentment and damage to the 
organisations‟ reputation and ability to operate in certain areas. It is essential to include in the 
future a component of on-going support to ensure that participants do not feel left out. 
TEASA should be able to provide them with help in training other people, gaining access to 
relevant materials, and making practical arrangements (such as venues). Without on-going 
support of this nature it is unlikely that the programme would become sustainable, and that 
the trainees would be able to spread the message further on their own.      
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